S/N: 09/607.069 



Atty Dkt No. 200-0382 / FMC 1236 PUS 



Remarks 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the above application in view 
of the present amendments and the following remarks. Claims 23, 24 and 26-41 are pending 
in this application. Claims 23, 24, 26, 31, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 40 and 41 are being amended 
and claims 25 and 42 are being canceled herein without prejudice to clarify the claimed 
invention and to place the claims in better condition for allowance. No new matter has been 
introduced by virtue of the present amendments. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for extending the courtesy of a telephonic 
interview on April 29, 2003. The Examiner's insightful comments during the interview have 
been helpful in guiding the Applicants* present amendments and following remarks. As such. 
Applicants feel that the application is in a position for allowance; and such allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

Objection to Claims 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 34, 
41 and 42 under 35 U.S*C. § 132 As Introducing 
New Matter Into The Disclosure Of The Invention 

Claims 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 32, 34, 41 and 42 are objected to under 35 
U.S.C. § 132 as introducing new matter into the disclosure of the invention. 

With respect to claims 24, 25, 41 and 42, the Examiner states that there is no 
mention in the specification of a "global estimation" and insufficient data as to what it is. 
Without acquiescing to the Examiner's objection. Applicants amend claims 24 and 41 and 
cancel claims 25 and 42 to reiiiove reference to the term "global estimation", thus obviating 
the Examiner's ground of objection. 

With respect to claims 25 and 42, the Examiner states that there is no mention 
of a linear regression in the original specification. Without acquiescing to the Examiner's 
objection. Applicants cancel claims 25 and 42 to remove reference to the term linear 
regression, thus obviating the Examiner's ground of objection. 
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WiU, respec. .o claims 26 and 41 . U,e Examiner sta.es ,ha, u,ere is no mention 
Of a "neural network" in the speciflcation as flled. Neural networks is a term of art that is 
dtsclosed in the specification. For example, according to the specification as filed, a method 
.s disclosed "combining the use of global estimation using regression or ssMmLmmrk, with 
a local search mechanism, such as enhanced K-nearest neighbor. " Page 5. Lines 22-25 Using 
the term "neural networks" in claims 26 and 41 does no. introduce new ma„er into U,e 
disclosure. Therefore. Applican.s respec.ft,lly ask d>e Examiner to remove this ground of 
objection. 

With respect to claim 30. the Examiner states that there is no mention in the 
specification as filed of a limit if a difference of «3,000 miles" as a factor. This limit is 
disclosed in the specification as filed. For example. "Neighbor constraints 14 are constraints 
such as the vehicle must be the same model and make, model year, and vehicle series, and the 
difference m mileap . must he less than 3 000 nril.. . » Page 8. Lines 16-19. Using a difference 
of 3.000 miles as a constraint in claim 30 does not introduce new matter mto die disclosure 
Therefore. Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to remove this ground of objection. 

With respect to claims 27. 32 and 34. the Examiner states that there is no 
mention of a "resale chamael" in the original specification. This term is disclosed in the 

specificationas filed. Forexample,"eachrecordinhistorical database 12contains information 
regardmg the resale of the used vehicles, such as a resale date, region, mileage, condition 

resaledj^. and resale pri^ Using the term resale channel ih 

clamis 27. 32 and 34 does not introduce new matter into the disclosure. Therefore. Applicants 
respectfully ask the Examiner to remove this ground of objection. 

With respect to claim 31. the Examiner states that there is no previous mention 
of -planned resale information". Applicants amend claim 31 to recite "resale plan 
mformation". instead of "plamied resale information", to clarify the claimed invention The 
term "resale plan information" is disclosed in the specification as filed. For example, "the 
resale plan information is not mandatory but is helpful for arriving at a more accurate market 
value estimation." Page 9. Lines 8-10. Using the term resale plan information in claim 31 
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does no, inercuca new ™a„er m,o U,e disclosure. Therefore, AppHcan. respec,fi.Uy .he 
txammer to remove this ground of objection. 

Rejection of Claims 24, 25, 27 and 30-42 
under 35 U.S.C. § 112, If 1, As Lacking 
Written n^ ^criptinn . 

Claims 24. 25. 27 and 30-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112 If i as 
contaming subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way' to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s). at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

(Fed Cir /«c..41 U.S.P.Q.2d 1961, 1966 

An Applicant shows possession of the claimed invention by 
describmg the claimed invention with all of its limit^^^^^ 
such descriptive means as words, strucmres. figures diagrams 
and formulas that fully set fonh the claimed in^nt^^^^^^^^ 

AccordingtoM.P.E.P.§2163(B.)(EighthEdition.Rev.l.Feb;2003) "newly 
added claim limitations must be supported in the specification through express, implicit or 
inherent disclosure. 

Witt respect to daum 24, 25. 41 and 42. U,e Examiner sutes fta. rtere is no 
mention in the specification of a -global estimation" and insufficient data as to what it is 
W,thout acquiescing to d,e Examinees rejection. Applicants amend claims 24 and 41 and 
cancel claims 25 and 42 to remove reference to the tenn "global estimation-, thus obviating 
the Examiner's ground of rejection. 

With respect to claims 25 and 42. the Examiner states that there is no mention 
of a linear regression in the original specification. Without acquiescing to the Examiner's 
rejection. Applicants cancel claims 25 and 42 to remove reference to the term linear 
regression, thus obviating the Examiner's ground of rejection. 
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With respect to claims 26 and 41, the Examiner states that there is no mention 
of a "neural network" in the specification as filed. Neural networks is a term of art that is 
explicitly disclosed and supported in the specification. For example, according to the 
specification as filed, a method is disclosed "combining the use of global estimation using 
regression or neural networks with a local search niechanism, such as enhanced K-nearest 
neighbor." Page 5, Lines 22-25. Therefore, Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to 
remove this ground of rejection. 

With respect to claim 30, the Examiner states that there is no mention in the 
specification as filed of a limit if a difference of "3,{XX) miles" as a factor. This limit is 
explicitly disclosed and supported in the specification as filed. For example, "Neighbor 
constraints 14 are constraints, such as the vehicle must be the same model and make, model 
year, and vehicle series, and the difference in mileage must be less than 3,000 miles ." Page 
8, Lines 16-19. Therefore, Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to remove this ground 
of rejection. 

With respect to claims 27, 32 and 34, the Examiner states that there is no 
mention of a "resale channel" in the original specification. This term is explicitly disclosed 
and supported in the specification as filed. For example, "each record in historical database 
12 contains information regarding the resale of the used vehicles, such as a resale date, region, 
mileage, condition, resale channel , and resale price." Page 8, Lines 12-15. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to remove this ground of rejection. 

With respect to claim 3 1 , the Examiner states that there is no previous mention 
of "planned resale information". Applicants amend claim 31 to recite "resale plan 
information", instead of "planned resale information" to clarify the claimed invention. The 
term "resale plan information" is explicitly disclosed and supported in the specification as 
filed. For example, "the resale plan information is not mandatory but is helpful for arriving 
at a more accurate market value estimation." Page 9, Lines 8-10. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully ask the Examiner to remove this ground of rejection. 
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With respect to claims 33, 35 and 36, the Examiner states that the formulae in 
these claims are incomplete. The Examiner opines that while these claims list variable to be 
used, they do not explain how to use the variables, as there is no mention in the specification 
as to how to combine the variable to achieve the stated results, there is no way to use these 
claims. Applicants believe that the Examiner has reject claims 34 and 37-42 as depending on 
at least one of claims 33, 35 and 36. Since ample written description is provided to support 
the formulae in claims 33, 35 and 36, Applicants respectfully ask the Examiner to withdraw 
the written description rejection as to these claims and depending claims 34 and 37-42. 

Independent claim 33, once amended, recites a computer-implemented method 
for estimating value of a used vehicle. The method contemplates using a group of parameters 
that the Applicants have assigned variable names in order to clarify the claimed invention. 
equals data from a historical database comprised of a number N of used vehicle records. Page 
7, Lines 25-26 ("a historical database of used vehicles**). Vj equals a used vehicle record in 
Vp Page 8, Lines 6-9 ("historical database ... includes a plurality of records ... [of] used 
vehicle[s]"). fj equals a plurality of vehicle features of v,. Page 8, Lines 8-10 ("plurality of 
records ... include a complete description of all the features ... of each used vehicle"). 
equals a data set comprised of at least one target used vehicle record. Page 8, Lines 2-4 ("a 
set of used vehicles (target vehicles) . . . whose market value is to be estimated/predicted") . Vj 
equals a target used vehicle record. Page 9, Lines 3-8 ("set of target vehicles ... contains 
detailed descriptions . .. of each used vehicle"), fj equals a plurality of vehicle features of V2. 
Page 9, Lines 3-8 ("set of used vehicles ... contains detailed descriptions of the features"). 
Const equals an at least one constraint for determining a neighbor relationship between a pair 
of used vehicles. Page 7, Lines 26-29 ("a set of neighbor constraints ... or maximum 
acceptable differences for a pair of vehicles to be considered neighbors"). equals a 
neighborhood distance function for determining a distance between a pair of used vehicles. 
Page 8, Lines 22-26 ("distance functions ... are formulas which map or correlate a difference 
in features or vehicle contents between the pair of vehicles to an amount of used vehicle resale 
value**). K equals a nearest neighbor value. Page 9, Lines 20-22 ("the estimation accuracy of 
the current K value is evaluated using only the vehicles in the historical database"). Errofp 
equals a previous estimation error. Page 9, Lines 17-18 ("previous error is set to a large 
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number"). Errors equals a used vehicle market error. Page 9, Lines 24-25 tod Page 10, Line 
1 ("an average estimation error for the current K number of neighbors is computed [this] 
estimation error is assigned to a variable errors"). 

According to claim 33, step A recites receiving data which includes: V, 
comprised of a number N of Vj, each v^ comprising resale information and fj, V2 comprised 
of at least one Vj, each Vj comprised of fj, Const, F^,, K, and Errorp. The data is explicitly 
disclosed and supported by the written description, as described in detail above. Receiving 
such data is also supported by the specification and knowledge of one reasonably skilled in the 
art. Page 7, Line 25 ("[the] ... process ... requires the following inputs"). 

According to claim 33 , step B recites determining an Error^ based on , Const, 
Fj, and K. The following passages from the original specification describe this determination 
step in such a way to use it (please note the variables v^ and Vj are used in a different context 
than claim 33): 



At block 34, the estimation accuracy of the current K value is 
evaluated using only the vehicles in the historical database 12. 
This step will be described in further detail hereinafter [on Page 
11, Lines 25-29 and Page 12, Lines 1-11]. At blpck 36 an 
average estimation error for the current K number of neighbors 
is computed by dividing the sum of errors for all vehicles in 
historical database 12 by the total number of vehicles in 
historical database 12. This generates the average estimation 
error associated with the current value of K. The computed 
average estimation error is assigned to a variable error^. 

Page 9, Lines 2-29 and Page 10, Line 1. 

where for each neighbor vehicle there is computed an estimation 
for the market value of the target vehicle by adjusting the known 
Value of neighbor vehicle based on the distance function. At 
block 68, a distance- weighted average of all the adjusted known 
market value estimations is used to generate the final market 
value estimation for the target vehicle. For example, if there are 
three neighbors Vj, Vj and V3 and the distances are d^, dj and d3, 
respectively, then the weights for Vj, Vj and V3 are 
Wi = D,/(D, + D2 + D3), W2 = D2/ (Di-hD2 + D3), and • 
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W3 = D3/(D, + D3 + D3) Where D. =(d, -f-d, +d )/d 1 
D =(d.^d3^d3)/d,andD3= (d, ^d,^d3)/d3' Fin^lytl block 
70 the estimation error for the target vehicle is calculated by 
taking the difference between the estimated value and the actual 
resale price for the target vehicle. 

Page 11, Lines 25-29 and Page 12, Lines 1-11. 

According to claim 33. step C recites "if Error, is less than about Error,, then 
(CI) determming an estimated value for each v, in based on V.. V„ Const, F„ and K (C2) 
setting K to K plus 1 and Error, to Error,, and (C3) looping to step (B). The following 
passage from the original specification describes this iterative determination step in such as 
way to use it: 

The average estimation error is checked for improvement as 
represented by block 38. More specifically, it is determin^ 
whether error, is less than the previous error. If error, is less 
than the previous error, than the previous error is set equal to 
error,, as represented by block 40. However, if error, is not 
less than the previous error, then the DWNN process is stopped 
and the market value estimations using the previous K are 

STa^Li;'^"^^""^^^^-^^ 

Page 10, Lines 1-11. 

Accordingly , since claim 33 is supported by the written description as originally 
filed. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraws the ground of rejection 
based on lack of written description. 

Widi respect to claim 35. step B of claim 33 is described in greater detail 
Parameters not included in claim 33 are introduced in claim 35! These parameters are given 
variable names to clarify the claimed invention. The parameters are supported by the written 
description as originally filed. V refers to a neighbor group. Page 11, Lines 10-12 ("all 
vehicles in historical database ... which satisfy the neighbor constraints ... are located and 
saved"). V' refers to a used vehicle in the V set. Page 11, Lines 10-12 ("all vehicles in 
historical database ... which satisfy the neighbor constraints ... are located and saved") 
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According to claim 35. once amended, foreach v, in V,. (B 11) a neighbor group 

V of K used vehicles V for v from V. based on Const, F„ and f. is determined. (B 12) for each 

V m V, a weighted estimated value for v, based on V. f, and F, is determined, (B13) 
estmaated value for v, based on each weighted estimated value of v. is determined (B14) 
estunated error for v, based on the estimated value for v. and the resale price of v., and (B2) 
Error, based on the estimated error for each v, in V.. and N is determined. Applicants refer 
to the portions of the original specification cited above (Page 9, Lines 2-29; Page 10 Line 1 
Page 11, Lmes 25-29 and Page 12, Lines 1-11.) in support of claim 35. These passages clearly 
support and describe the subject matter of claim 35. As such. Applicants respectfully request 
that the Examiner withdraws the ground for rejection based on lack of written description. 

With respect to claim 36, step C of claim 33 is described in greater detail 
Parameters not included in claun 33 are introduced in claim 36. These parameters are given 
variable names to clarify the claimed invention. The parameters are supported by the written 
description as originally filed. V is a group of nearest neighbor vehicles. Page 12, Lines 22- 
24. (-only a K number of nearest neighbors in the neighborhood subset are selected based on 
the distances calculated"). V refers to a used vehicle in the V" set. Page 12, Lines 22-24 
("only a K number of nearest neighbors in the neighborhood subset are selected based on the 
distances calculated"). 

According to claim 36, once amended, for each v^ in V3. (Cll) a nearest 
neighbor group V of K used vehicles v" for v, from V, based on Const, F,. f„ and f, is 
detennined, (C12) for each y" in V". a weighted estimated value for v, based on v" F, f, 
and f, is detertnined. and (C13) an estimated value for V3 based on each weighted estimated 
values of v, is detertnined. The following passage from the original specification describes 
these determination steps in such a way to use them: 

Referting now to Figure 4. a flowchart illustrating the steps for 
estimatmg the market value for all the used vehicles (target 
vehicles) 20 whose market value is unknown is illustrated in 
accordance with the present invention. At block 80. all vehicles 

in the historical database 12 that satisfy the neighbor constraints 
14 are found and segregated into a neighborhood subset. The 
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distance between each neighbor vehicle in the neighborhood 
subset and the target vehicle whose market value is o be 
estimated is determined. However, only a K number of nearest 
neighbors m the neighborhood subset are selected based on the 
distances calculated, as represented by block 82. At block 84 

It IS xietermined whether there are enough neighbors to conducl 
a market value estmiation. If there are not a K number of 
neighbors available, then to^ 

another target vehicle m used vehicles set 20 is selected, and the 
process repeats itself as represented by blocks 84. 92 and 80. 

However, ifthere are enough neighbors, then a market value for . 
the terget vehicle is estimated for each neighbor vehicle in the 
neighborhood subset. The market value estimation is calculated 

by adjusting the value of each neighbor by a market value dollar 
amount determined using the distance function 18 as 
represented by block 86. At block 88. a distance-weiiited 
average of all market value estimations are computed to 
generated a final estimation for the target vehicle. For example 
m a smular manner as described above, if there are three 
neighbors v,. v, and V3 and the distances are d,. d, and d, 
respectively then the weights for v, V3 an? v, ^e 
W,=D,/(D,+D2 + D3). W3 = D,/(D,+D, + D ) 
W3 = D3/(D,+D3 + D3, where D.= d.Vd.+d )/d 
.D=(d.^d,+d3)/d3andD3=(d.+d,+d3)/d3.' Fin^Jytat Wock 

''^^'^'^ "^^^'^ '"^'^^^ ^^1"^ has been estimated is 
added to the used vehicle data set 22. 

Page 12. Lines 12-29 and Page 13. Lines 1-20. 

Accordingly . since claim 36 is supported by the written description as originally 
filed. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraws the ground of rejection 
based on lack of written description. 

Rejection of Claims 23-42 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as Being Obvious in f ig ht of iVadfl'^ Web Pag«. 

Claims 23-42 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious in 
light of NADA's web page ("NADA") which discloses a method of determining a vehicle's 
price. According to the Examiner. NADA discloses a method for determining a vehicle's price 
which includes checking historical values for cars and using these values to generate values for 
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autos. Although the Examiner does not provide evidence that error adjusting is necessarily 
present in the NADA method, the Examiner urges that error is inherent. The Examiner also 
states that NADA is regarded as one of the best sources for automobile prices because they 
have low error. According to the Examiner. NADA compares comparable vehicles for their 
prices and adjusts the prices for the estimation vehicle. The Examiner states that a price for 
average and prices for clean, rough, wholesale are listed. Therefore, the Examiner urges that 
the values are distance-weighted from the average price. 

In response to the Applicants arguments in reply to the first Office Action the 
Examiner states that NADA uses the same criteria as claimed for assigning value to a used car. 
According to the Examiner, it is inherent in the use of the NADA book that the user would be 
comparing the values to a specific car and weighting for various factors. According to the 
Examiner. NADA inherently discloses many of the features as claimed in the instant 
application, such as a number '^K" of vehicles, die number "K" being how many they used to 
formulate their data. 

NADA's website does not teach, disclose, or suggest the invention as recited 
in claims 23. 24 and 26-41. The historical database disclosed by NADA does not consist of 
a number K of used vehicle nearest neighbor records. NADA does not determine an estimated 
value for target used vehicles based on the data from the historical database consisting of a 
number K of used vehicle nearest neighbor records. Applicants have amended claim 23 to 
clarify their invention in light of these features. Amended claim 23 recites receiving a nearest 
neighbor database of a number K of used vehicles. According to claim 23. the number K is 
iteratiyely selected for estimation accuracy based on a historical database of N used vehicle 
records. The other pending independent claim, claim 33. sets forth the iterative nearest 
neighbor aspect of the Applicants invention in algebraic form. 

These claimed ifeatures overcome the difficulties and shortcomings of NAD A 's 
method by using a local search mechanism. NADA uses a data set of comparable vehicles 
whereas the Applicants confrol the number of comparable vehicles. /. e. . nearest neighbors, that 
-are used in the estimation process to provide the most accurate estimation of market value. 
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One feature of the Applicants' invention as recited in claims 23 and 33 is to select the best 
value for K such that the estimation error is minimized. NADA does not minimize estimation 
error based on selecting the best value for K. /.... the number of nearest neighbors if it 
minimizes error at all. Similarly, the method recited in claim 33 describes the method for 
nmumizing error by selecting the best value for K. the number of nearest neighbors, and using 
this number of nearest neighbors as the basis for determining a used vehicle's market value 
For at least these reasons, the Applicants' claimed invention is patentable in light of NADA. 

Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to modify 
NADA to provide the Applicants', invention as recited in claims 23, 24 and 26-41 As 
acknowledged by the Examiner. NADA computes an average price based on comparable 

vehicles Which is adjusted based on vehicle condition, whereas the Applicants • claimed method 
determines a subset of comparable vehicles, referred to as nearest neighbors, which are used 

as the basis for distance weighting to obtain very accurate price estimates. Notably NADA 
teaches away from the nearest neighbor concept by accounting for variations from average 
based solely on list prices for clean, rough, and wholesale vehicles. As acknowledged by the 
Examiner. NADA's method for determining vehicle prices provides one of the best sources 
for automobile prices, leaving one of ordinary skill in the art unmotivated to improve on 
NADA 's estimation method. However, Applicants' claimed invention is an improvemem over 
NADA by using the nearest neighbor concept in addition to distance weighting adjustments 
For at least these reasons. Applicants contend that claims 23. 24 and 26-41 are patentable in 
light of the teachings of NADA. 

CONCLTJSIOM 

For die foregoing reasons. Applicants believe that the Office Action of March 
10. 2003 has been fully responded to. The present amendments was not earlier presented 
because the amendment and argument submitted with the prior amendment addressed all stated 
grounds for rejection in the prior office action. The present amendments and remarks 
directed at further illustrating that the Applicants' claimed nearest neighbor feamre 
patentable. The Examiner has already conducted a search on this concept since it was recited 
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in the original claims. Therefore, the present invention does not raise any new issues for 
search or consideration and does not require any further searching by the Examiner. As such. 
Applicants submit that the amendment is appropriate for entry, and that the claims are in a 
condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that a telephone conference will advance 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is highly encouraged to telephone Applicants' 
attorney at the nimiber given below. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees associated with the 
filing of this paper to the deposit account of Ford Global Technologies. Inc., Account No 
. 06-1510. 

Respectfully submitted, 
JIE CHENG, ET AL 



Date: June 10. 200"^ 

BROOKS & KUSHMAN P.C. 

1000 Town Center, 22nd Floor 
Southfield, MI 48075 
Phone: 248-358-4400 
Fax: 248-358-3351 

Attachment 



By. 




Matthew M. j£daibowski 
Reg. No, 44,801 
Attorney for Applicant 
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